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The study analyzes the Light Division in the areas of doctrine,
training, organization, and equipment and among the conclusions drawn are

‘the following: light' force doctrine for employment of the covering force

and reserves requires revision; a Light Force MNational Training Center is
needed; a scarcity of engineers and engineer equipment will degrade
defensive preparations; there is an urgent need for shoulder fired anti-tank
and breaching weapons suited to employment in confined areas.

The study concludes that although the Light Infantry Division suffers
some shortcomings it is capable of conducting-a successful HOUT defense in-:
Europe, and that the nature of urban terrain actually iielps to mitigate some
deficiencies, as in the areas of ADA and armored transport. In coanclusion,
urban terrain is judged to be an environment where the L1ght Infantry
Division can achieve success with less corps augmentation than is required

in most other scenarios.
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ABSTRACT

LIGHT INFANTRY IN THE DEFENSZ OF URBAN EUROPE, by Major Lloyd W. Sherfey, USA,

\\\\49 pages.

\\

A This monograph assesses whether the Light Infantry Division, in its
current configuration, can conduct successful defensive -OUT operations
against Soviet forces in Europe. The study first outlines the demographic
trends in Jestern Zurope and the documented light infantry missions waich make
MOUT operations inevitable in a future conflict. As background material an
overview of Soviet offensive I0UT doctrine and capabilities is provided,
followed by a review of U.S. defensive 40UT doctrine and experience, Llastly,
four recent .iidlle East battles involving JOUT operations are reviewed:
Jerusalem (1967), Suez City (1973), Khorramshanr (1930), and Beirut (1982).

The study analyzes the Lignt uvivision in tne areas of doctrine, training,
organization, and equipment and among the conclusions drawn are the followinj:
lignt force doctrine for employment of tne covering force and reserves
requires revision; a Light Force National Training Center is needed; a
scarcity of engineers and eagineer equipnent will degrade defensive
preparations; there is an urgent need for shoulder fired anti-tank and
breacning weapons suited to employment in confined areas.

The study concludes that although the Light Infantry Division suffers
some shortcomings it is capable of conducting a successful iOUT Jefense in
Europe, and that the nature of urban terrain actually helps to mitigate some
deficiencies, as in the areas of ADA and armored transport. In conclusion,
urban terrain is judged to be an environment where the Light Infantry Division
can achieve success with less corps augmentation than is raguired in most
other scenarios,
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I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

A general scenario for a NATO/Warsaw Pact clash in Western Europe might
portray an intense, maneuver hattlefield dominated by tanks and infantry
fignting vehicles. In spite of the politically driven necessity of a forward
defense, current U.S. doctrine emphasizes the use of maneuver and offensive
action whenever possible at both the tactical and operational levels of war.
This study will attempt to address a somewhat less glamorous and much more
neglected aspect of such a future war, Military Operations On lrbanized
Terrain (MOUT); and will do so in the context cf a specific type of unit: The
Light Infantry Division,

FM 90-10, Military Operations on Urbanized Terrain, defines MOUT as those

military actions that are planned and conducted on a terrain complex where
manmade construction influences the tactical options available to the
commander., The manual further states:

urban combat operations may be conducted in

order to capitalize on the strategic or

tactical advantages which possession or

control of a particular urban area giv?s or

to deny these advantages to the enemy.

From a purely military viewpoint, the utility of defensive IHOUT
operations is well established and FM 90-10 lists five specific uses: 1) to
control avenues of approach; 2) to act as a combat multiplier; 3) to
conceal forces; 4) to retain key transportation centers; and S5) to deny
strategic/political objectives.2 John Mahan, in a study assessing past
neglect of MOUT, presents more specific arguments for defensive use of MOUT in
Europe, specifically to create a defense in depth similar in concept to that
employed by the Germans during Operation Goodwood in World War II; and to

utilize urban strongpoints as an "anvil" to complement the maneuver of

mechanized forces.3 A final observation, and one especially germane to NATO's

circumstances is the contention of a recent study (1983) by Litton,
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cities form the core of urban complexes that include small towns and suburbs,
and which present the appearance of a single continuous strip city or urban

corridor occupying a vast area.9 Currently such conurbations in the FRG

include Rhein-Ruhr, Rhein-*ain, Hamburg, Stuttgart, Rhein-ieckar, Munich,

Hanover, Nuremburg, Bremen, and Saarbrucken-Volkeingen.10 Of these, the

Rhein-Ruhr, which extends west to Aachen and south to Bonn, contains 12.5
million people and 13,000 square kilometers; while the Rhein-Main complex
includes Frankfurt, Darmstadt, Mainz, Mannheim, and Xarlsruhe with five
million people and 7,000 square kilometers.11 As a final example, it is
estimated that by the end of the 1980's, the Rhein-Ruihr will merge with the
Dutch Randstadt to form a continuous urban barrier 300 kilometers long (See
Map A).

Tactically and operationally, the implications of this urbanization are

profound. It is estimated that an American brigade on the inter-German border

will normally have sixty percent of its sector composed of forest or urban

area.12 From the opposite perspective, it is estimated that an attacking

Soviet division will have to contend with ten to fifteen built up areas at any

given time.13 Whereas forty percent of the combat operations involving Allied

Forces during World War II involved MOUT, one estimate places the percentage

for a future war at sixty percent.14 Additionally, MOUT operations in Europe

will encompass a vast variety of terrain to include old inner city, block

construction, dispersed residential, high rise, and industrial-transportation

areas. Indeed, one factor wnich tends to make MOUT one of the greatest

challenges to a unit commander is the variation in urban terrain which can

occur in a relatively compact area.

While current Soviet doctrine emphasizes speed and the bypass/isolation

of urban areas whenever possible, the Soviets have apparently accepted the
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fact that MOUT operations in a future war will be unavoidable. They currently

e ." o

devote a substantial amount of training time to MOUT and have published a

-
N

multitude of articles on the subject.15 To quote one such source:

o e

Under present-day conditions, combat action
in a city will be a frequent occurrence.
There are one or two large cities on an
average for every 200-300 square
kilometres. This means that in the course
of offensive operations troops will have to g
fight to seize a city every 40-60 )
kilometres. As a rule, cities are located 0
on important axes in regions rich in
natural resources. They play an important
role in the economic and political life of
a country. Consequently, cities will have
great military importance in apy future war
the imperialist might unleash.
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It is notable that many key objectives for attacking Soviet forces,

especially for the Operational Maneuver Group (OMG) so much under discussion

1]
DIC I X X

today, are often in or adjacent to urban areas: airfields, seaports, bridges,

. river crossing sites, major road and rail junctions, and logistical storage

£ £t it

areas. When one considers the high density of wheeled vehicles in the Soviet

-

inventory, control of major road networks are essential to sustaining the

- W

momentum of an attack. Finally there is the possibility that the Soviets

- e
(S

might adopt "city-hugging" techniques in an attempt to preclude NATO use of

e

%

nuclear weapons or even certain precision guided and multiple munitions. Even
on relatively open terrain, the dispersal requirements caused by the
Nuclear/PGM threat will be such that some Soviet forces will inevitably be
Lo 17 -
operating in urban areas. !
Unfortunately, when one turns from the Soviet perspective to that of
NATO, there appears to be a less realistic attitude toward the prospects of §
urban battle. During a recent Rand Corporation Study, a series of interviews i

with NATO officials revealed a reluctance to address the possibility of large '
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scale MOUT operations. In some cases this was apparently an aversion to

planning for what, in effect, would be the destruction of their society
("destroying cities to save them"); while in other cases it stemmed from a
perceived lack of military capability. To quote one West German general:

Fighting in urban terrain takes infantry on

foot above all., In highly built-up

terrain, armor and vehicles face special

handicaps through the protection which

buildings and ruins offer to the opposing

infantrist, My troops sit in vehicles, are

trained to fight from vehicles, and their

weapons are specially suited to fighting a

mobile enemy in open country. I don't have

the manpower, the training8 the equipment

suited for city fighting.
To quote another

We are prepared to fight in front of cities

and between cities but if we had to fight

an enemy forcelan the Ruhr area the war

would be lost.

To realists, the problems of maintaining a defense forward of all the
large urban areas of the FRG make it impossible to ignore the advantages of
using urban strongpoints to create tactical and operational defense in depth.
One of the leaders in the call for increased consideration of H0UT operations
has been General Franze Uhle-Wettler, who has contended that his army's
obsession with mechanized war has produced a force that is deficient in the
light forces he deems best suited for the defense of urban terrain.20

Turning from background data to the central subject of this study, the
Army's newly conceived Light Infantry Divisions (LID), it is worthwhile to

note that perhaps no force has generated more controversy since the early

attempts to create mechanized forces. In some instances the Army has been

accused of creating a force without first assessing its proper missions,

Others contend that the LID is too light for Europe and too heavy for low

3
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intensity conflict. Its suitability for European employment in the MOUT role

will be the focus of this paper.
As a point of departure, it should be noted that both Fi 100-5,

Operations, and FC 71-101, Light Infantry Division Operations, define a MOUT

role for light forces. FM 100-5 states that light infantry can defend

built-up areas in an armor dominated environment.21 Similarily, FC 71-101

i contends that the lignt divisions can conduct defensive A4OUT operations and
! thereby present their parent corps with an economy of force option.22 While
our 3oal is to analyze the validity of tnese contentions, it should first be
established that the employment of at least a portion of the Army's light
forces, in any future NATO, conflict is inevitable. General (retired) W. Z.
DuPuy, in articulating the need for light infantry, contends that ideally such
i forces should be employed 1) against other light forces in any terrain; 2)
i against armor in general on "light infantry terrain"; and 3) against the

- most modern armor equipped forces only on terrain not physically negotiable by

sucﬁ armor, He continues, however, with the observation that the world is a
"disorderly place where precise rules can rarely be followed."23 Lieutenaét
Colonel R. B. Killebrew, addressing light infantry and NATO in Military
Review, pictures three scenarios for war in Europe: an unreinforced Soviet
surprise attack; an attack after full mobilization (no surprise); and a
pre-emptive attack following uneven, partial mobilization on both sides.24

Discounting the first two scenarios, the author views the last as most

realistic and contends that in the pre-hostility stage of such a scenario

there is a case for light infantry being chosen for initial reinforcement for
the following reasons: 1) such forces could be partially moved with CRAF P
assets, preventing a drain of MAC assets, which could be kept on alert; 2)

it would send a message to the Soviets (and to our allies), but one less
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provocative than heavy unit deployments; and 3) it would have an additional
deterrent effect by allowing repositioning of armored reserves.25 The author
sees such forces as particularly suited for use on tne thickly urbanizad
German Plain (British and Belgian Sectors), which is one of NATO's most
undermanned areas.26

While Lieutenant Colonel Killebrew's scenario would result in a very
early employment of ligiht infantry in Zurope hostilities, it is unrealistic to
believe, regardless of scenario, that such forces would not be employed at
some point. The Army caunot atford to witnhold such a substantial portion of
its combat power from a mid to high intensity conflict. Given this prenise,
it follows that potential [JJT missions of the wnignt Lafantry Jivisions
together with the current demograpnic character of western Zurope will make
defensive QUL operutions inevitable, In a s2ase, tae renewsa laterest in
~iOUT and the coincident light force debates have had a beneficial synergistic
effect, increasing interest in both topics and generating: devate and analvsis
long overdue.

2

IThe specific question on whicii we will now focus is tiis:

Can the Lignt Infantry cCivisioan conduct

successful defensive OUT operations in

Zurope without a deyres of unit

snodification which would decrease its

flexibility and conflict wita basic

organizational and operational desizn

linitations.
II. THE SOVIET ARiY ALD HOUT

As a point of departure, the nature of the Soviet threat will be

reviewed. Jecause of tueir significant .uul experience in Vorld sar II, on
ooth their native soil and that of neigihboring countries, the Soviets have

consistently maintaineu a greater interest in .JUT Joctrine than have tae 4.3,

. . 7 , . . . R .
and its allles.2 Current Soviet QUT doctrine has its roots in the offensive

3
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techniques ueveloped by the Red Army during the period 1944-45, when the

Soviets possessed the strategic initiative.28 During this period, actions
were driven by the high command's dictum to maintain the speed of the advance,
resulting in massive application of force to maintain momentum. When
possible, leading forces by-passed cities, leaving assaults to the main force

29 At that point, unless the city had been

should capitulation be rejected.
overcome by a quick surprise assault, it was surrounded and the key points of
resistance methodically assaulted and reduced. For these operations smaller
units of all service arms were formed into assault zroups and detachments
capable of conducting independent but coordinated actions.30 These groups and
detachments contained tanks, artillery, engineers, flamethrower troops, and
even antiaircraft artillery built around a core of infantry. One of their
hallmarks became massive use of artillery in the direct fire role.31 While
small groups of tanks were useful as direct fire weapons, the Soviets deemed
massive armor formations to be ineffective. Interestingly this knowledge was
disregarded in the final "race for Berlin” in which some Soviet commanders
stormed the city with massed tank columns. In one week the Second Guards Tank
Army lost sixty-four percent of its tanks, half of them to German iafantrypen
armed with individual antiarmor weapons such as the Panzerfaust and
Racketenpanzerbuchse.32

Current Soviet MOUT doctrine is best viewed as a refinement of the last
war's lessons. As currently written, it is designed to apply mainly to
heavily populated cities and towns, while isolated villages and groups of
buildings are considered strongpoints for reduction by conventional attack.33
Normally the decision to attack a city will be made at Combined Arms Army

level with two or more divisions being committed to the seizure of a medium to

large city (population 100,000 or greater by 3oviet doctrine). As with
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current U.3. doctrine, there are two techniques of attack —— hasty and
deliberate.

Whenever possible the Soviets prefer a hasty attack (from the march), a
metnod designed for tactical surprise and suited for lignhtly defended areas.
Normally such attacks are initiated by the advance security detachment
battalion. Initially, regimental reconnaissance forces will attempt to draw
fire to determine enemy strength, dispositions, and flanks. The rifle platoon
of the advance party then assaults discovered positions in an effort further

34

to define the situation., Once strongpoints on the edge of the city have
been seized, forces in the form of infantry-tank teans are rapidly passed
through in an attempt to seize key objectives such as bridges or road
junctions. Simultaneously, air assault or ground forces seal off tne urban
area to prevent withdrawal. If resistance is very weak the infantry may
remain mounted in the interest of speed; and once key objectives are secured,
pockets of resistance are eliminated by follow-on forces.35

Should a hasty attack fail, the city will be surrounded and isolated, and
if capitulation is refused, a deliberate attack will be conducted. The Soviet
standard for deliberate assaults is two battalions per kilometer of frontaée,
normally attacking in three waves, with the first wave gaining shallow
objectives, the second passing through, and the third following in reserve.36
Actual battalion attack froatages will ve 400-600 wmeters and a diraction of
advance is used as a control measure. For these operations, battalions are
organized into assault detachments with company assault groups.37 Typical
combat organization for a company assault group consists of a motorized rifle
company, one or two tank platoons, antitank guns, an artillery battery (for

direct fire), a combat engineer platoon, and flamethrower or chemical

specialists. These combat elements are normally configured as follows:
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Attack or Seizure Groups (one or more):
One motorized rifle platoon with tanks.

Coverine or iolding Group: One motorized
rifle platoon with AT gunms,

Fire Support Group: Includes direct fire
artillery and flamethrowers.

Combat Engineer Group: Equipped with

mineclearing devices and bangalore

torpedos.

Reserve: One or two rifle squads.38

During assaults, artillery oreparations will be intense but short to

minimize the restricting effects of rubble. Battalion commanders will be
found well forward, 20U-300 meters behind assault groups, and strong tank
reserves will be found at battalion and regimental level.39 A high emphasis
is placed on the direct fire role of artillery and current literature
indicates probable use of the BM2l1 Rocket Launcher in this role as well.40
Above all, nowever, infantry is considered the key element. In anticipation
of intense combat, assault troops normally carry two basic loads, extra
grenades, and demolitions.41 Troops assault under artillery fire and smoke,
with supporting fires shifting 150 meters from the objective and tne final
assault being conducted with automatic rifles, grenades, and demolitions. ,
Based on World war II experience, the Soviets expect a unit to sufier seventy

42 Other areas of particular attention

percent losses before being relieved.
in Soviet MOUT literature are nignt operations, techniques for crossing water
obstacles in urban areas, and use of psychological operations.4

A final area wortny of note is the Soviet doctrinal treatment of nuclear
weapons and MOUT. Overall there is little detailed elaboration on this theme,

but the following points may be found: 1) The Soviets view nuclear weapons

as best employed in an attack from the march; 2) If they are used,

commanders must bear in mind that the resultant destruction, contamination,




and fires will reduce the tempo of the attack; 3) Nuclear fires are best

employed against the edge of the city to aid the breakthrough or on enemy
reserve locations within the urban area.44

Turniag from doctrinal and tactical concepts to an examination of the
weapons in a Motorized Rifle Regiment, one finds a well armed, flexible
combined arms force with a high potential for oiffensive MOUT operations and
whose light weapons include: 1) RPG-16 and RPG-25 Antitank Weapons; 2)
AGS-17 3Umm Automatic Grenade Launchers; 3) 2PkK-74 Light iacnine Guns; &)
SA-14 Surface to Air Missiles; 5) RPG~13's (equivalent of U.S. LAW); and 6)
SVD sniper Rifles. In the heavy weapon category, one finds ZSU-23
antiaircraft guns (capable of direct fire), tanks, and 120mm mortars. DBMP
Regiments have an advantage in that their 122im iowitzers are self-propelled
(superior to towed howitzers for direct fire tactics) and their IFV has both a
73mm gun and a Sagger missile launcher. Additionally, the B3iIP possesses
somewhat better armor than the BTR. BTR equipped regiments have some
compensation in the fact that they have a battery of the versatile SPG-9 73min
Recoiless Rifles and have a complement of "backpack" Sagger missiles. One
equipment disadvantage of both types of regiments is the lack of a radio for
the dismounted infantry squad.45 Other specialized weapons are available and
one that is held in high esteem by the Soviets is the flametnrower. Organized
into companies, flamethrowers will often be found in lead elements entering a
built-up area in the ratio of one company per battalion.46

The final area for examination in analyzing the Soviet OUT threat will
be their efforts at MOUT training. Based on training facility expenditure,
one can only conclude that they are far more interested in this area of combat
than are the members of NATO. John Scharfen, in a 1975 study, describes eight

Soviet MOUT facilities in detail, one of which is two kilometers deep.a7
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Additionally, the Scharfen study references two other facilities described in

s 3™ i

Soviet publications, which are reported to be four kilometers deep, two
kilometers wide, and capable of nuclear or non-nuclear t:raining.l‘8 Since
1980, Soviet interest in HOUT has accelerated and a new facility has been
built for Group Soviet Forces Germany (GSFG). The current trend in Soviet
#OUT training appears to consist of an increased effort toward instilling
initiative in soldiers and junior (conscript) WNCO's below platoon level, thus
allowing these forces to cope better with the small unit requirements of pOUT
operations.49 How such training may conflict with their rigid battle drill r
doctrine for more conventional offensive operations remains to be seen. It is J
clear, however, that the Soviets are devoting a serious effort to both the

tactical and the psycnological aspects of urban combat and are committing

substantial amounts of resources to such training.

) ITI, THE U.S. ARMY #iOUT EXPERIENCE
The U.S. Army's interest in MOUT during the second half of this century

has been at best limited and sporadic. Although the Army did in fact
participate in a number of well known urban battles during World War II -- '’
Palermo, Aachen, Brest, Cherbourg, and -anila to name a few —— tney were
exclusively offensive battles and never reached the magnitude of a Stalingrad
or Berlin. Apparently, little thought re2:arding MOUT doctrine took place in
the brief interlude between World War II and Korea. The major urban combat of
that war (again offensive), the recapture of Seoul, was a striking success in
part because of the scarcity of true building-to-building combat. Seoul was a
relatively open city with wide avenues, parxs, and few substantial buildinzs,
This condition, and the fact that the North Korean Army was fighting a
delaying action rather than a determined defense, contributed to a speedy

»
success.50 In retrospect the ease of that victory probably did little to
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3 generate serious attention to MOUT in the later part of the Fifties; and it 1s L
‘ worth noting that Seoul today would present military commanders with a o
[

significant MOUT challenge. An easy victory was not the case with America's (]

ma jor urban action of the Vietnam War, the battle for iiue (lvybs). The fact

that lHue helped generate a degree of renewed interest in AOUT in the Seventies 'ﬁ
(3
¢

may be due in some measure to the negative impact it had on the J.S. war '(
]
0“

effort, Although the city was retaken, the time and effort required paid |
&

substantial strategic dividends to worth Vietnam, In twenty-four days of
fighting, three USiiC and ten RVN battalions were required to clear the city XN

(it took two USHC battualions tihiirtzen days to clear a section of only seven

blocks).51 Among the shortcomings of U.S. forces in this battle were a lack :;

of training for urban combat, shortages of special munitions, difficulty in i%

projecting the dramatic increases in Class V consumption, and refugee control. %

Several vintage weapons proved their worth, particularly tne 3.5 incih Bazooka ;;

. and 106mm Recoiless Rifle. Finally, Hue reaffirmed the lesson that massive ég
N

use of artillery could not neutralize defenders and often ennanced their i?

) fighting positions through the effect of rubble.52 ?

In December 1971 the Assistant Commandant of the Infantry School directed

g 5o

the initiation of a study on combat in cities for the purpose of improving

()
. L . i - o : Q)
doctrine and training. This study resulted in the 1972 publication of the )Q
¢
)
three volume Combat in Cities Report. Among other things, the committee 3{
0

observed taat the Army's relative inexperience in defensive -iOUT operations
N
had resulted in a heavy reliance on foreign tactics, particularly Gernan, ?u
.l
vritisn, and Soviet. It furtner noted taat tnis lacx of well defined uU.S. ;:
t
e\

defensive doctrine, in combination with extensive Soviet offensive doctrine,
YR
created an unfavorable situation and concluded that "this situation must be bﬁ
.
corrected to prevent a potential enemy from exploiting this doctrinal ,é
3
l.“
i
™!
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weakness. The study directly criticized the Army's current urban combat

manual, FM 31-50, Combat in Built-Up and Fortified Areas, (1964) as lacking

specific guidance in the areas of obstacles, antitank weapons, retrograde
operations, force oriented defense, and reserve employment; and further noted
a complete absence of brigade and higher level considerations.54 This theme

of a shortfall in MOUT doctrine was echoed in the 1576 version of F{ 100-5,

Operations which noted that

the whole subject of combat in built-up
areas igsone in which the Army is not well
versed.
In 1978 a report by the Army Science Board on military operations in

built-up areas also condemned the Army's MOUT doctrine. One outcome of this

report was the publication in 1979 of FM 90-10, Military Operations on

Urbanized Terrain, followed in 1982 by FM 90-10-1, An Infantryman's cuide to
56

. Urban Combat. While these manuals represent the Army's most serious

doctrinal effort to date, there are still serious shortcomings. DBecause of
their time frame of publication, both Fif 90-10 and FM 90-~10-1 are written from
a heavy force perspective. Furthermore, the current issue of Fd 100-5 devotes
less than one page out of two hundred to MOUT; and FC 71-100, Armored and

clechanized Division and Brigade Operations contains but three generalized

paragraphs. Finally FC 71-101, Light Infantry Division Operations, devotes

only eight out of over four hundred pages to MOUT (four of which cover HOUT
defense). Conceptual thougnt "from the field" has hardly been better. As
pointed out in the introduction, the period 1978-1982 saw only thirteen
articles regarding MOUT in the Army's leading professional publications.

The current state of U.S. MOUT doctrine is perhaps best described as

being founded on solid doctrinal principles but in need of expansion and
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further adaptation to the light infantry perspective. FA{ 30-10 presents riOUT

defensive doctrine in terms of the "Five Fundamentals of the Defense":

,
4

1) Understand the Enemy — threat Y

offensive MOUT doctrine. A

v

{J

. W

2) See the Battlefield — in OUT the i

advantage to the derender incrzases because ",

of greater restrictions on the attacker's )

routes of advance and Jdifficulty in !

massing. N

e

3) Concentrate at the Critical Time and

Place —~ in a iOUT defense, greater "

reliance must be placed on initial X

positioning. idere Fii 30-10 stresses tie N

need for the defender to maintain a W

mobility advantage tnrouiih superior na
knowledge of the terrain. '.

HI

4) right As A Combined Arms Team -- here p:

i FM 90-10 sees the dominant role in more Q
: open urban terrain (industrial/ .
. transportation areas) as belonging to heavy o
forces. -
b

\\

. 5) Exploit the Advantages of the Defender A
-— the a?}lity to shape and reinforce the Ny

terrain. v
> P ‘f
Further discussion of defensive planning considerations in FM 90-1J 'i

J

continues to reveal its mechanized orientation: ‘\

W,

I:t_

Ud]

Dismounted infantry can contribute to this 'q
defense by occupying battle positions or }!

strongpoints around which the mobile battle Lot

is fought. o~

3

If the retention of a built-up area is X
required, the defense may assuae the "
characteristics of a position defense

organized in dggth and supported by strong N
mobile forces. hy
b
At no point is there a discussion of defensive operations exclusively by  ;
+ ‘l
lizht forces. 1
.
l"
. Y
0“
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Current doctrine, like that of the Soviets, envisions a three-dimensional

battle — ground level, above ground (air space and buildings), and below

REEPORP——

ground (sewers, subways, etc.). The size of the built-up area is a
significant factor. Villages (less than 3,000) may be suitable as company

size strongpoints; battalions or brigades will often have towns and small

- —————

cities (3,000 to 100,000) in their sectors; and divisions or even corps may be
9

- —

responsible for major urban areas (greater than 100,000).5 Frontages of
units are significantly compressed by the nature of urban terrain, with large
urban areas requiring the greatest troop density and smallest sectors, A rule
of thumb is to assign a unit one third of its normal frontage, and Fi 90-10-1
provides the guidelines of four to eight blocks frontage for a battalion and
two to three for a company (an average city block has a frontage of about 175
meters).60 Companies may defend either by battle positions or sectors and
reserves are relatively small: one or two platoons at battalion level. Tanks
may be used in either battle positions or as reserves, but in either case
- require infantry support. With regard to artillery the direct fire role is
mentioned but little emphasis is placed on it.61
Both FM 90-10 and 90-10-1 present the MOUT battlefield in terms of the
three basic areas of the defense: the covering force area, main battle area,
and rear area. The covering force area (CFA) is envisioned as being forward
of the actual urban area and has the normal covering force missions of
delaying the enemy, forcing deployment, and masking the location of the main
defense (missions best suited to a mechanized force). Also stressed is the
need for additional engineer support in the CFA. The main battle area ('iBA)
is envisioned as having antiarmor defenses on the edges of the city and the

main defenses deployed in depth (note: a dilemma for the defender is that

while city edges have the best fields of fire they are also easily targeted
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and seldom have substantial buildings -- for cover and protection -- as are

found deeper in the urban area); and emphasis is placed on destroying threat

vehicles as soon as they are in range. The small, infantry heavy

A counterattack forces are normally attached to the unit in which the

1? counterattack takes place.62 Rear area operations, in principle, are the same

; as for a normal defense. Movement may, however, be restricted and the
inability rapidly to move reserves (and their small size) places greater
emphasis on CSS internal security and self-defense.63 Finally, like the
Soviets, U.S. doctrinal literature realizes that urban combat will place a
premium on the initiative, skill, and daring of small unit leaders.
Regardless of the adequacy of doctrine, it is all but useless without

sufficient force training. In this regard the Army's efforts must be deemed
modest at best. A 19383 study by the U.S. Army esearch Institute on formal

MOUT training at the U.S. Army Infantry School revealed the following periods

of instruction devoted to the subject:

_ 1) One Station Unit Training (Infantry) 14 hours

4 2) Advanced NCO Course (ANCOC) 11 hours

‘ 3) Infantry Officer Basic Course (IOBC) 11 hours
4) Infantry Officer Advance Course (IOAC) 13 hours64 ’
5) Infantry Pre-Command Course (IPPC) 3 hours

In general the study group identified a need for increased detail in
instruction, a point borne out by responses to questionnaires sent to IOAC
» graduates in the field.65 An additional shortcoming identified was an absence
of any Soldier's Manual :IOUT tasks and, hence, an absence of S{T tasks related
: to MOUT.66 (Note: A limited number of MOUT tasks have since been
> incorporated into the Army's Soldier's Manuals.)
In examining the status of unit training in the field, the study group
concluded that no unit in the Army was adequately trained for defending a

large Luropean city with the exception of the Berlin Brigade.67 While the
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group observed limited training by other U.S. Army, Europe, units at both the
berlin and [iaumelburg (West German Army) facilities, it concluued tnat u.S.
training efforts were inferior to those of British and West German units.65
Currently, it appears that increased attention is being given to .iUUT in CUNUS
and in the past few years new facilities have been completed at Fort 3enning,
veor3ia, and Fort Bragy, North Carolina. Facilities exist at Fort Caupbell,
Xentucky; Fort Lewis, Washington; and Fort Ord, California as well, but in all
cases they pernit company size training at best and in no way approach the
size of Soviet facilities. While expense realistically prohibits larger
facilities at individual installations, tie Aray would probably be well served
by exploring games and simulations to familiarize battalion and higher staifs
with tne probvlems of rlOUT. rurtnerwore, consileration snould ve given to

adding !MOUT material to CGSC instruction and tactical exercises.

IV. THE WMIDDLZ EAST: NZW LESSGHS OR VALIDATION wt OLD OwE:S?

A review and analysis of recent combat involving ;IOUT operations in the
iilddle cLast is particularly germane as it provides cases in which reiatively
light and immobile defenders have opposed more heavily mechanized attackers;
and also as it provides the only instances of ~OUT actioas in wuica J.3. and
Soviet weapons have been employed against eacn other. Four battles will be
reviewed in cironological order: Jerusalea (19uv7), suez Tity (1%73),
~orramshahr (1680), and Beruit (1382).

The first battle to be examined will be the battle for Jerusalem (June
1967). Tie portion of Jerusalem under Arab occupation consistey of the wld
City, lying atop a plateau and containing a maze of narrow streets,
cul-de-sacs, vaults, caves, and tunnels; as well as an outer, nodern uridan

area. Stone construction was widespread in both sections. Along the

Arab-israeli dividing line tue Jordanians had built a system of bunkers and

< :{ &mﬁ .(:' :'*: &m E:m mﬁ ot




trenches; wihile the Israeli defense approach nad been to erect housing ‘

projects whose buildings were reinforced and designed to serve as fortresses

PR

if necessary.69
The actual Israeli decision to seize the Arab portion of Jerusalem was

driven by three factors: rapid success on the soutnern {ront; a desire to

protect Israeli Jerusalem from any Arab counteroffensive; and Jordan's active

entry into the war.70 Israeli forces consisted of the Jerusalem Brigade
(seven infantry battalions and one tank battalion); the Harel armored Jrigade
(two infantry battalions on half-tracks and one tank battalion); and the " "
Paratroop Srigade (three battalions). .iost of the Jerusalen brigade were

reservists and residents of the city with intimate knovledne of tue terrain.

Jordanian forces consisted primarily of the 5,UJul-man 27tn Infantry :Zrigade
(three infantry battalions, one artillery regiment, and one engineer company).
While elements of three other briiades were Jesignatad to lend support, they
were not under the 27th Brigade's control.71
An examination of tactical concepts indicates thaat the Jordanian Army aad
no doctrinal precepts for urban combat. Defensive preparation in the form of
obstacles and building reinforcement were uinimal and supplies were not
stockpiled. It appears that a point defense on the approaches to the city Qés
intended and the commander’s yeneral concept seems to uave included a dusire
to inflict maximum casualties on forces crossing the separating zone, a
realization that buildinus witain tne city could be defendad more cconouically
than those on the edge, and little regard for the utility of tanks or APC's in
:iOUT.72 Israeli doctrine for built-up areas emphasized forces built around
tanks and supported by infantry aad eniineers. nNight was considerad toe
optimum time to seize initial footholds on the outskirts of a city, followed

by quick penetrations to seize xey crossroads and buildings. The Israeli
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concept in Jerusalem envisioned using the laratroop srigide to maxe tne tain
‘| offensive against Jordanian Jerusalem while the other two brigades seized
, urban approaches ana controlling tarrain. Lzoch paratroop battalion was

allocated one tank company.73

The Israeli assault began at 2:20 am, conducted by the paratroops with
tanks in supporting firz positions. iieavy casualties were suflered in
breaching the initial defensive lines and at daylight the tanks moved forward
to assist in tie liouse-to-nouse coambat wita direct (ire. Slisewhere, oiforts
against Augusta Victoria Ridue (part of the outer urban ar=a) were driven tac:
wited the armor and infzintry becase separates; and to the svuta portions of tae
Jerusalem srigade suffered heavy casualties in house-to-house combat. 3y tae
end of tne day, Jordanian forces aad witmdrawn ifato tne ld City.  ine
following day was somewhat anticlimatic when the Jordanians abandoned Augusta

. , . . . c N 4
Victoria Ridge and elected to withdraw rather than fizht in tne 0ld uty.l4

. In examining the lessons of tais battle, it is sinificant taat the
Israelis suffered their heaviest casualties of the 1967 war in Jerusalem in

spite of tue ract tnat tae derenuers were i1l prevaraed. Considering the

restrictive nature of the city streets, an adequate obstacic plan might hawe
proven decisive. .wverall, tne israeli ticric of using tanks ani aPC's/aast

tracks in teams proved effective and most losses occurred when the elements

i

became separated. 1 contiauous prooles wvas that »f Jordaniins reoccunriag

’ buildings after they were cleared. Air strikes were of little tactical value
£

‘Ni . . - - - . . e L

it and the moderate eifects of Israeli artillery were probacly a razult ol

1y

an detailed knowledge of the tarjet area. It should be noted, however, that

Xy

'ﬁ tarous nout the vattle boti sides were coastrained by tne desire tu avoid un.iue
“’0 75

I . 5] . . .

?Q damage to the Old City. The only innovative weapons euployed by the

)

2

israelis were a special demolition charye for penetriting stone buildings and

¥
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a catapult device for projecting explosive charges over short ranges. Lastly
Israeli decentralized command and control, which allowed local commanders the
ability to modify plans and exercise their initiative, must be considered a
key to overall success.76 While Jerusalem was unquestionably an Israeli
victory, it is a striking example of a relatively heavy force suffering high
casualties against a light infantry urban defense., Had the defending
Jordanian forces adequately prepared the battlefield and made provision for
effective command and control, the outcome might have been far different.

The battle of Suez City in 1973 is of even more interest in that it has
been cited by the Army Chief of Staff as:

an example of light infantry conducting
successful military operations on urbanized
terrain7?gainst armored and imechanized
forces.

The battle for Suez City occurred during the closing days of the 1973
dMiddle East War, due to a combination of tactical, strategic, and political
factors: tactically, it controlled the Egyptian Third Army's line of
comnunication; strategically, it controlled the entrance to the Suez Canal;
and politically, its seizure would firmly establish Israel's claim to cont;ol
of the area in tne eyes of soon-to-arrive United Wations observers (wno were
tasked to implement the forthcoming ceasefire and mark the zones of control
for eacn army).

Althougn Suez was originally a city of a quarter million people, many of
its inhabitants had fled during the artillery duels which followed the 1967
War, Of the remainder, two thirds were evacuated in 1972 when defensive
preparations began.78 The majority of buildings in Suez were two and three
story residences of mud and stucco, while some government and business

buildings were reinforced concrete, Additionally there were numbers of six to
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3 eight story apartment buildings, also of reinforced concrete. warrow alleys y
b .
i . . - - - - - ¢
. (in many places soldiers could leap from roof to rooi), flat roofs, and upper i
(
: \4
i . s s . 3
story porches were widespread characteristics of the area. while there were 3
few nain streets, those tnat existed were wide and straight enougn to permit N
]
! e 79 L
o ATG4 employment, i
. U
()
u
Israeli forces committed to the capture of Suez consisted of two armored O
2
brigades less orguanic infantry, two paratroop battalions (tmounted on truchs, ;
buses, APC's, and half-tracks), one mechanized recon battalion, one tank !
. . . . - . . vy e e ~ ™
company, and a reduced araored inrfantry osattalion. Veihicle totals were luo v
80 |
tanks, sixty APC's, and forty-two half-tracks. Opposing Zayptian forces v
t
counted eleaseats of the lyth Infantry Jivisioa, the ewuivalent of two N
L]
U
U
. » . ~ . . . . . [}
mechanized battalions Lfrom the 4th and 6th Divisions, a commando battalion, t
and an armored drigade (on tae cast bank). Great reliance wias pizced on toe i
!
)
. 21 s f . o . . . ]
city's 2,000 man militia who had been issued weapons and had begun training i
‘x
. . 81 "
one month in advance. o)
. While the Israeli Defense Forces (IDF) possessed a general .iOUT doctrine, ¢
.,
(1
a serious diverzence 1ad developed in tnat tue arwred rorces aad essentiaily :;
» v‘
created a doctrine of their own. This armored doctrine called for mechanized X3
and armored rorces to oy-pass ancd tuen eacircle cities, followed oy a tactic "]
il
. . ~ . v . f
called BUZZ -~ the creation of shock by rapid armor thrusts. Armored columns §
'l
with tanks ind A’C's were to move on piraliel streets, tiring on tae .ove, to )
r
seize key objectives and inflict neavy losses on tne enemy. Coluuns would @
Y
taen fan out to deal wich pocitets of resistanca. Thais provlem of dual ¢
)
. - : . - . A ~
doctrine would surface in Suez with the armor driving ahead and the paratrcops N
: o o . 82 0
dismounting (in accordance with standard IDF doctrine).
v P . , ~ . . - - . - ~
Unlixe the defenders in tie 1407 battle lJor Jerusalem, Lhose of Suez were ‘
L)
o
well prepared. The Egyptian commander had devised a four stage plan

) 3
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consisting of a perimeter of outer trenches, an area defense of the city, a

point defense of key facilities, and a group of reserves, .iinor routes were

blocked with mines and rubble in advance; major roads were prepared for

demolition; command posts were in nardened positions; and supplies nad been

Fa stockpiled. Kill zones were designated on principal streets. Generally, the
Egyptians did not consider tanks useful for :0UT defense but did station a few
on the perimeter, while two battalions guarded the canal bridge. Saggers and
XPG's were sited on the main streets and troops were trained to [ire only
after the Israelis were in the kill zone.83

The I F attack began oa 24 October witn preplanined artililery and air

strikes being restricted due to misty conditions. The main attack was made by
the 217th Armored Brigade wiich assauited in a column rormation composed of an
armored battalion of tanks and Zeldas (APC's with multiple machineguns)
followed by two paratroop battalions and a scout coapany. 4&s tae columan sped
forward, it extended over 2,5 kilometers; and gaps had developed between

. elements by the time tne leading armor buttalion reacned Arba'in juaction, an
Israeli objective and also an Igyptian kill zone. When Israeli forces entered
the junction a hail of ATur, 26, ZSU-23, and automatic weanoa fire killed’
virtually every tank commander and disabled a number of vehicles. Otner
venicles, attempting to escape became trapped on narrow side streets. [he
survivors finally regrouped and advanced to their final objective wherec they
were again stalled by fire. lieanwiile, the paratroops ind rfollowed taeir own
HOUT doctrine, dismounting when the armor made contact to their front.
Yinaily persuaded to remount by the orizade's deputy commander, tney also
drove into the Arba'in kill zone, were ambushed, and were forced to dismount
again. Additional tgyptian actions sepuarated and pinned down the second

paratroop battalion and drove back the recon company at the edge of the p
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built-up area. 4 Although reinforced by elements of the 400th Brigade, the

attack remained stalled. As tne 1IJF cleared bui:idings, the Lgyptians guickly
occupied others and continued to destroy stalled vehicles with Saygers, iiosan
grenades, and solotov cocktails. The IDF armor was finally acle to withdraw
at dusk and the paratroopers exfiltrated that night; admittaed losses for the
entire operation were thirty-eight armored ve‘nicles.85

In apalyzing the battle at su22, the ey ractor nust be seen as tae
excellence of Zgyptian preparations in the form of rubble, obstacles, and kill
zones, supplemented by excellent fire discipiiae., rhis s<xilliul preparation
was further complemented by the nasty IDF attacx formation which did not
integrate the armor and incfaactry forces. The .:y.tians' ability to shift
torces and constantly reoccupy cleared buildings contributed to keeping tue
attackers off balance and stalled. Althougzih tne Iuc possessed 4ir supariority
neither air strikes nor artillery proved capable of denying use of rubble or
structures (once eugaged in close combat, IDF commanders were afraid to use
CAS). Complemented by obstacles to stall movement, ATGM's, 7PG's, .olotov
cocitails, and .iosauw grenades (magnetic grenades) all proved elfective in the
hands of determined light forces; and a particularly devastating weapon was
tiie Z3U-43 in the direct f{ire role. rinally, tae _.yptian metood of entremely
decentralized command and control, with actions fought sy localized forces and
some use .ade of runners and telz2phoaes, agpeiars to aave brea weil sulied Lo
the tactical situation.86

Turninyg to the ongoiny Iran-Iraq war, the battle for .norramshanr
(September - Uctober 1v8.) resresents tne lar est . o iction to date. (t is
of particular interest to this study because of tne jreat Jdisparity vetween
attacker and defender in both nuabers and equipaent. While Wnorramsaaar

itself contained only limited military objectives, it was the principal city
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on the road to Abadan and Iraq perceived a nced to secure it. Of yreater
importance was the fact that international expectation was that Iraq wouid
quickly seize tie city; and premature Iragi announcement that tae city nad
been captured made it an objective of political necessity for Iraq. Iran,
conversaly, saw the war as a lony term strugzle. Coniident that Iray could
never occupy a major part of ner territory, she was prepared to lose
Korramshanr but also viewed tne city as an opportunity to inflict heavy
attrition on the Iraqi forces.87

In September 1930, Xhorramshanhr, the larjest commercizal port in Iran, had
a population of 175,00u, altnough most residents were evacuated velore the
battle. Split by a river, the city's construction reflected World war II and
Q0st war growtih. wnile older sections of the city were marked by narrow
streets, those in newer quarters were wide and straight.aa Iraqi units
committed to the battle totuled over a division and, being equijped on current
Soviet lines, were armor heavy at the expense of infantry. Iranian defenders
numbered 3,300 and consisted primarily of Pasdaran (Revolutionary Suards)
supplemented by otner militias, police, army trainees, and a few regular
troops. The Iraqi forces, although trained on Soviet doctrine, appear to nave
nad little in the way of a coherent +OUT plan. Driven by a desire to avoid
casualties, tiey apparently hoped to cottrit deienders by massive use of
artillery before enteriny built-up areas. The Iranians apparently had no
defensive plan winitsoever, .lost regular arasy trooss had been witadrawn and
the Pasdaran remained primarily from a sense of martyrdom. Some trenches were
dug but sniper and ambush positions predo:ninated.89

Iragi snelling of Khorramshanr bdeygan on 25 3eptember; on tie 2sth troops
reached the outskirts of the city where they immediately encountered numerous

ambusaes. In tne foliowing days tae Iraqis aade penetrations witn araored

o
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thrusts and the few Iranian regular army troops available nade limited

counterattacks. On 6 October, a massive attack was launched which resulted in

e

» widespread close combat. Altiiougn their weapons at tais point were primarily
RPG-7's, some AT guns, and light weapons, the Pasdaran resistance was fierce.
by mid-month the Iraqis completely encircled the city througn a river crossing
to the north but required from 16 to 24 October to gain full control of the
city.90 Iraqi casualties are estimated at 1,000-5,000 killed and 3,000-4,000
wounded,

In examining lessons learned, it is significant that massive use orf
artillery was incagpable of reducing resistance by a signilicant degyre2, as
were armored tirusts. Vkhile the deifenders had some armor, simall aras,
"iolotov Cocktail" style grenades, aacihine juns, amd 32Gs roved to be the
significant factors in slowing the Iraqi offensive. Although Iran had local
air superiority, the nature orf oJUT and tie existence of more lucrative

. targets elsewhere limited its employment. 1Iraqi tanks when not supported by

infaatry proved extrewely vulnerable to sniping and smoush, the principal

R tactics of the Iranians.91 Lastly, Iraqi command and control was clearly

deficient. Iranian co.amand and control was also extreunely poor but the

small-unit-action character of :iOUT kept this from being a definitive factér.

although it was not taeir originul intent, xhorrumshanr ultisately

allowed the Iranians to redeploy and reinforce more critical sectors aad

» prevented any semblance of a guici Iruqi victory. It is perazos one of tae
b best examples to date of an outnumbered, 1liintly armed force achieving
i operationai and possiply stratejic results through defensive isul actions.
,,‘
» The last Middle Cast exanmple of .iOUT combat is the Israeli sieze of
Y
Vo - . . -~ N ey — - . P . . - PR .
2 seirut, 1 Juiy = 22 August l.oZ, The I0¢ invaded Lebanon in June 1452, eitacr
1
U
.3
4.
2, to push back the PLO from her borders or to eliminate them completely (a
st
¥
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question of intent still uaresolved). rollowing operations in southern

Lebanon against the PLO and in the 3ekaa Valley against Syria, the majority of
tiie PLO were isolated in West Doirut; and Isracl perceived an opportunity for
c . . . 92
complete elimination of a recurring threat.
peirut is the largest city in Levanoa wita a population ol approximately
one million. Its older structures consist of four to five story sandstone
buildings reflecting the rrench indluence, winile new areas contuain reinrerced
concrete higih-rises of the post world war II American style. west Zeirut,
wnere the action occurreu, is a predominantly .wslic area, notad in part for
. . . . . 93
its numerous (over thirty) high-rise tourist hotels.
when planning tnis final op=2ration azainst the JL., tne 1.t realized taac
it had neitiner tae training nor equipment for a major :OUT operation. cZqually
important was tne reaiization that nouse-co-nouse couacat would produce
unacceptavle levels of ailitary and civilian casualties. As a result, the Iuv
essentiaily adoptea a siege strategy: tne rLi; enciave was isolated on ooth

", land and sea; powver and vater were cut off (later restored because of U.S.

yressure); and a massive vomoardiment was initiateu to reduce tie Suu

positions. ¥hile the intense artillery fire severely dasaged ’LO camps, it

. o . . . . - - G4
merely enhanced their defensive strongpoints with additional rubble.”” On 4
August tue I0F launcied a turee axis attack (the larjest of tne sieue) egainst

~

the PLO headquarters in Fakhani district. rorces attacking irom tae northeast

»
e were aalted but progress was .aade in tae souta, and Dy tne end >f tae .av loT
L forces were closinyg in on the last taree PLO camps. That day's close comrvat
Lt
By }
i proved to oe taz [UF's costliest of the war. In the days taat folloved, linoas
»
ot remained static as the U.S. attempted to aegotiate a cease rire, which was
;
. formally declared on 12 iugust., On 21 Auzust dnited .ations seaceliceoing
DXy
~,‘ elements arrived, and on 22 August the PLO besan to evacuate. wnile a clear
) 7
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victory for Israel, the action in West 3eirut resulted in 38 killed in action
and 750 wounded (sixty-one percent of whoi were in tie ranx of Serj;eant
through fiajor). Furthermore, the cost of the operation equated to one and one
. ' ) . 95
half montns of Israel's gross national product.
Althougn tie IDF approacn was somewiat unique (as was tue political
situation), this battle, like Xorramshainr, demonstrates the tactical
advantages that a ~0UT defense can conter on even lisutly airmed and ill
organized defenders, The PLO, lacking 2 well defined chain of cormand, used
uultiple positions, usualiy ol six men or less, .edvy use was mace oi ines,
obstacles, tunnels, and trenches. Additionally, tihe lony presence of the JLu
40

in Beirut had allowed the stockpiling of supplies. Wnile formal training

was lackinyg, oxperience in the 1975 civil war wis clearly o0 .reat uven:iit.
?L0 weapons included the RPG-7, LAW, and recoiless riiles rfor lijit anti-armor
defense and AT~3 Saggers and ..ILi.'s for use ajainst uain sattlz taunss,
Significantly, it has been reported that the current generation .ierkava tanx
with its state-or-tne-art armor suffered no crew xiils {a point to uu
considered in Section V). Finally, while the IDF's reduction-by-fire approac.
reduced the role of saipers, f{ifcy-five jercent oi 12 cusualties vere tae
result of small arms fire.97 From the IDF perspective, body armor was
perceived as a significant casualty reducer. sota artillery and Vulcan
anti-aircraft guns were used in a direct {ire role and the .laverici aissile
proved a valuable precision juided wunition (:G.:) .or the surical cestructiom
of selected targets.98 wWotably, the IOF sufiered a significant increase in
psycnoloyical casualties even thouzn close compat was liant oy douctriaal
standards.99 In conclusion, Zeirut again demonstrated the abilicy of lignt
forces to delay an attacker possessing superior nuavers, h=avy wedgons, and

air superiority, Although tne IDF could certainly have taken west Beirut
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without the truce and evacuation, casualty levels would procvaovly aave Jeen

politically unacceptable,

V. EVALUATION: THE LIGHT INFANTRY DIVISION AND HOUT

sased on previous discussions ol soviet and U.3, doctri.ie, :s well is
examples of recent urban combat in the  iiddle iast, the capability of the
Lizht Iniantry bivision to conduct defensive HOUT operations in a .luropean
scenario will now be examined. Areas of analysis will include doctrine,
training, unit organization, and e uipmeat. 4&s a point of departure, it .aust
be remembered that one of the Light Division's greatest attributes is its
relative ease of deployuent: 300 C-14i. sorties, compared to over 2,0ul

16y A second

C-1413 sorties (and C-5 sorties as well) for a neavy division.
equally important characteristic is its adaptaovility to a wiue soectrum orf
missions. while this section will make limited recommendations that could

improve tihe defensive . UUT capavbility of the Light uivision, no changes that

would affect tie unit's deployability posture or versatility will be

considered in answeriny tne basic rasearch guestion.

voctrine/Tactics

,
while U,S. defensive OUT doctrine is essentially sound, the Army's two
principal references, i U-1U and f.0 »0-17-1, were botn written srior to tae
advent of the Ligit Infantry Vivision. As a result, certain portions require
refinement to coincise witn tae Ligint osivision's capiaoilicieos ia tae taree

areas of the battlefield.

a) with regard to the Covering :-orce Area (CFA), current doctriae

envisions a niuhly mobile force estunlisned well forward or the .ain oactle
area, utiiizing natural cover as well as outer villayges and stri» areas; and

complemented wy large amounts orf engineer and artillery supoort (bota of whicn




are rather austere in the Light Division).101 viven its limited mobility
assets, tae Light vivision's CrA efifort will be yreatly reduced. vhile a
limited CFA action can be fougut with battalion Scout/T0W elements ani the CAY
squadron {(two air and one zround troops), the adjor rouns elemsnts (tue
infantry battalions) arc too immobile to conduct a fluid CFA battle against a
Soviet force. .iirmobile assets are an optioa, vut a change in ~eataer or loss
of local air superiority could invite decisive enyagement. Additionally,
while the vivision's CFA action may delay and force tiae d2ploy.ent of sone
Soviet forces, it is unlikely that it can deceive tne Soviets 1s to tne true
«iba location ii tuey are approacning a fajor iur.un Aarad.  aowever, tie idea ol
deception as a combat multiplier ior ligat forces, particularly in HOUT
operations, i1s a topic requiriag -dore study, iLucall;, tae CF 2lenents will
strip away the Soviet recon/advance guard elements without revealing positions
and two ideal assets are Coppernead dnd Jdeiliice.  sinfortunacely, toe wignt
Divisions do not currently possess ground laser desi:;nators.

b. Turning to tae }ain Jattl- Area (ilca), a seconu concept in ne=d of

refinement is the use of the counterattack. Joviet and German .orld ar II
experiences continually reaiiirmed the need to launch counterattacss as
rapidly as possible to restore positions, even if it meant piecenmeal use (tue
first thirty minutes were considered crit:ical).w2 {.S. doctrine does not
lend sufrficient emphasis in thils area. In view ol tae Lijat uivision's lack
of mobility and armored protection, the use of numerous reserves of small size
d positioned well forward will be awscessary. Uverall, the Lignt Jivisioa's
nigh density of dismounted combat troops make it well suited to a 0UT .BA

activn, Siortcomings that do exist wiil ve addressed in t.ae areas of

organization and equipment.




c. vinally, regarding the <ear Area it nas been not2d that limited

availability of reserves will place increased empnhasis on self-defense by C3S

[
=
(o9

units, a task facilitatad by the compact size of Lizht vivision 258 units

their individual soldier skills.

Training

It is in the area of traininy that the Light Pivision possesses tne
greatast internal capabilicy for =nuanciag its Ol potential., Currenc traads
indicate that the Army's ligit lorces are devotiny tne most attention to tiis

.ra2at st constralnt

subject but furtuer proyress is neaded. Jeraavs toe
beyond the Light Division's control is the cost of truly adequate :[OUT
training facilities, and ia tuais rejard the onygoing Lignt forcz ..ational
Training Center (LFNTC) initiative is of critical importance. Tae HOUT
sortion of tie LfwiC (as envisioned in a 1vo4 stuay) will, Zor tie irst tize,
dllow units to conduct Battalion Level :i0UT force-~on-force ..ILLS =zxercises.
Two other facilities will perait ;latoon level live fire exerciszs (voth
assault and defense); two mock industrial facilities are planned; and
additional wuildings will be locat=d tirougnout the remainder of the (IC »
training drea to simulate population density.103

Lased uapon the jeuneral ncture of comwbat in ursan areas and past
aistorical analysis, the followiny areas are recommended Ior increased
trainiag emphasis:

a) Soviet Tactics: Leaders at all levels must be familiar witn Soviet
tactical concepts for soth adsty and deliberiate attacus, as weil as soviet

task organizations. Given the Soviet preference for hasty attacks, defenders

should place major kill zones well within tue urban area (as at 3uez) and

attempt to draw in forces without their reconfiguring to assault groups.

e ——




b) ferrain Analysis:

Staffs and nigher level commanders must be able
adeguactely to analyze the urbanized battlefield; small unit leaders zust be
adept at analyzing building structures to select the best possibvle defensive
positions. This complex area requires special eupaasis oy supporring
intelligence units and personnel.

c) deapons Application: Soldiers at all levels must understand the
effects wnich tazir weapon will produce in urban combat {penetratioan,
oreachinyg effects, bacxblast, etc.).

d) Psychological Stress: Leaders must attempt to prepare soldiers for
tne osycaological stresses uniuue to close guiarters urban comoat (e.z.,
subterranean operations in severs and subways; isolation in stroagpoints; face
to rface coubat; aad invoivenenc oy imdionous civilinan personnel in combat
activities).

e) :ngineer Skills: The shortage of engineers will require inifantrymen
to pe proiicient in tae use oif demoiitions (for rubblin: and breachinz),
wines, and obstacles. aAs previously illustrated suci preparations were the
xey to Lygyptian success at Suez, walle a luci of prejparition contributed to
the Jordanian defeat in Jerusalem.

£) Snipers: Snipers were a great force uultiplier in Hue,
xnorraushaunr, and beirut. oJoie cdrine uaits in sue attriouted as auc. as
fifty percent of their casualties to snipers.104

) use of Soviet Zguipment: The close nature of =0UT combat weans that
guantities of enemy munitions and weapons may vecome availavle for friendly
use. Light infantrymen should have a lenree of ramiliarity wich soviet small
arms, crew served weapons, and antiarmor weapons.

n) artiilerv: Iacreased training Jor lusam crews in the direct fire

role is needed (to include selection/preparation of positions).
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i) Aviation: ihe unique aspects of low level flying in an urbanized
. environment need to be analyzed. rlight simulators might be useful yiven tae

"real world" safety restrictions on such flying.

.-

j) lledical: Dirficuities inherent in evacuating casualties in urban

combat will nake more sophisticated first aid skills a necessity for

individual soldiers. In this regard tihe first aid training »sroyrans of tie
Army's Ranger Battalions merit serious attention.

wiile the above categories of traininy are not all inclusive, they

iy " Ay~

provide a startpoint for enhancingz proiiciency in [NOUT operations. Uf furtoer
significance is the fact taat the .ajority oi the ar2is noted will contribute

to most other Light Division employment missions,

H - = -

Orranization/Functional Areas

s Turning to an exaaination of tile Lignt Divisioa's actual force structure,

-~
-~ gy

one encounters tine area of ureatest criticism: tuat tae uait is "too iight"

to function in mid-to-high intensity combat. While the use o: corps plugs to
. compleiient the division structure is widely eavisioned, taere is a0 yguarantee 1

that such forces will always be available in a high intensity ZIuropean y
scenario. Conversely, organic forca increasss will negace the division's

} rapid depioyment capabilities. 3ix of the more frequently criticized y

functional arzas of the Ligat Zivision will now be emizined to acsess unit y

adequacy for defensive [IOUT operations.

a) Combat Service Support (C3S): As currently structured, the Light

' vivision is capable of sustaining icsell for forty-2ijnt Lodrs aag Is capaole
t -

of conducting limited resupply for its supportud units.lu’ Uperations in

excess vl two days will re.uire corps support, ia 3av sczaario, ind tine static y
aature of a iOUT defense will probably impose rfewer strains on corps assets

tuan a fluid battle. a lkey consigeration 1s tait any reiarorciag combat

[

R T,



support unit :ust brinz its own C33. Tie nigh usage races of Class IV oand

supplies will make initial stockpiling a necessity and the decentralized
100

nature of the combat will make a "push system" of resupply preferable.
finally <3S personnel must be adept at using local eyuinment, eneny or
civilian, and in scavenging local supplies, especially Class IV related items.
with regard to transportation, serious deliciencies ciearly exist. ihe suuply
and Transportation Battalion can move almost 70U troops but with no
protaction, and the TAD can provide thirty Ci v from its assault celicopter
Companies. With the exception of the covering force battle, however, this
lack of transpoct is probanly not 2 criticul deficiency for a aUdt defense.

At Suez, for example, the Sgyptians maintained local tactical mobility (over
and throu:i: buildings) agaiast a awechanized iscaeli force.

b) Artillery: The current division artiilery structure consists of
taree 103mm howitzer bacteries and one iS3um sattery. As proviously
mentioned, a lack of laser designators prevents use of Coppernead in the Cra
and -5A approaches. .nile the uatteries could prova valuavle in tae uirect
iire role (with corps GS artillery providing indirect fire) their relative
laci: of wmoLility and tie sossibility of havinyg co abanwon juns aust be
considered. :ased on the battles or riue, Suez, Khorramshahr, and deirut, it
appears tnat indirect fire artiilery will pot uve decisive in uroan cosbat, vut

can provide critical support.

c) Cngineer: The character of a modern urban area makes large

gyuantities of demoiitions ind heavy equiptenc 1 vital aspect of a well
prepared [IOUT defense, and it is perhaps in this area that tie Light Division
is most lac..iny, The or:zanic enjiacer vattalioa has oaly sis aruvred co.awat
earth movers (ACE) and eignteen small emplacenment excavators. there are no

dumn trucks or other vehicles to naul tae vast quuantitioes o
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to conduct rubbling and breaching operations.107 However, it should be
pointed out thut even for a heavy division, corps angineer reiniorcement is
required when preparing riOUT defenses. Additionally, most .nanual labor is
periormea by maneuver units with eagineer technical supervision and neavy
equipment support.lo8 Should corps heavy equipment be unavailable, possible
shortiall ovtions are use of civilian equipment or creation of auditional
rubble with friendly air force ordnance. Inadequate obstacle preparation
could aiso be compensated ror oy .Ja5Ca.. and JATUR vriority froim corps, 2t
least on main approacihes. ilines of otner types will prove useful in any .{QJ7
dactivity, osut tiae wetaods to emplJace aad use taem arz ill defiaed and tae
logistics required to use them dictate external support in most cases.

d) Alr Jefense: Current capaovilities consist of ctin-er aissiloes and
towed Vulcans. ‘/hile these are not an optimal force for protection of
waneuvering forces, experieaces in tie sattles of lue and suez iadleate tiat
urban areas severely negate the advantages of air superiority of the attacker.

e) §BC: The lack of an organic chewical company .ay necessitate corps
support. Currently, no data appears to be available as to the extent to whicn
tiie suelter of an urban area .ay nejate tie value ol persistent cawnicals.,

,
Soviet doctrine regarding offensive !\OUT operations is not definitive in this
Ar=d.

£) Intelligence: Virtually all of the rforegoinyg arms, munitiouns, and
vatcle tecanicues reguire tue best joussiole incormation about tae eacay 2
als approaches to and use of urban terrain. oJnderstanding the unique [eatures
oi uruvan conwat recuires dilfereant troioning and anaiytical tecanivues Jaily ©o
anticipate enemy actions. Adequate maps of urban areas are critical to

acaleving a conplete iatellijence picture and . concaerted oifort in tais aroa

is needed.
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Zquipment

. fdistorically, official interest in iOUT weaponry has been slight and the
i Arny's Combat_in Cities Zenort not2d that, as a rule, weapons had been
{ developed with little regard for their effects on materials found in
109

cities, While there are coniflicting schools of thought as to whether the

i irmy should develop specialined weuvons ror .:0u7t, it is obvious that tone Lisut

! Vivision is the unit least capable of beiny burdened witn large amounts of
additional specialized weauonry.

Turniny first to the area of cntiariior weapons, it should be remembered

that soviet ueliderate attacit (.wJ1) tuactics are vased on iafaatry heavy
Jorces with tanks for support. .aile much of tne current Lisnt Division forcaz
structure debate his conter2d on tue ne2d [Or some 300t Of ariaored yun systen
to defeat cneny tanks, case studies indicate that such a system is not a

i necessity for a succoessrtul JUUT lefense,  auyotian succaess at Zuez did not

- rely on tanks but rather on infantry systems capable of defeatinz the

attucker's armor and on imaginative indiviuual attack aguainst tiae vulazrable

points of armored vehicles. Achieving such capability with infantry weapons

) is, auwever, more Jilficult today jiven tne auvent of sypace:/laminuted aruog
and the even newer reactive armor. +‘hile the TOW and Cragon systems are still
presuned adeyuate for aeac-on attack, t.aey are sest suited to euployment on
the edges of the JOUT BA and on major streets, as in Suez City., In the close
quarter combat taat is characcoristic of wost =J0T operations, taey ar2
nandicapped by excessive backblast (for use from buildings) and long arming
distances (sixty-five aeters). fae aewly purcnased A7T-4 i3 superior to the
LAW, but it appears that, for the present, the individual light infantryman
! will be restricted to rear, ilank, and overiuead shots in attespting to Jdefeat

the latest Soviet armor; and like tie LA, TOw, and Dragon, the AT-4 is
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119 An ideal

difficult to employ from enclosed spaces because of backblast.
lignt infantry weapon for ancitanx .ioUT use would be 1 minicum signacure
wveapon sucih as tae German Armbrust or rrench Jupiter, which employ the
countermass vrinciple and can be tired from coafined spaces. (..ote:
Countermass weapons operate by expelling a mass equal to the projectile to the
rear of tae weapon, producing a sialler ilash, blast, and sioxe zignature. il
improvement on this principle uses two pistons driven by gases in the center
of the weapon to expel bor. jrojectile aid couatermass, and then seal the

. . . . W11l
weapon tube, eliminatingy launch signature.)

Consideration should be ziven
to supulying sucia weayons to lignt units comumitted to a .iulT delense.

The second and related area in which light forces are currently
aandicapped is the lact of an ciulective bdreaciing weapgon (breacaing is defined
as the creation of holes to improve mobility, loopholes for weapons, or
openings to allow jrenades or demo to be tarown into structures). i su-lu
notes tiat no current battalion level wedapon nas a one shot wall breaciting
capavility: uided wedpouns are too expensive and inecricient wiaile tae o,

. . . . . 12
even with multiple shots, cannot create i man sized nole.1 <

A multipurposg
assault weapon =:ployinz the previously entioned countermass princigle would
be ideal. Until then demolitions remain the best option.

in tie antipersoanel category tuere are 1 aumber of proven veavons absent
irom the Light 2ivision's inventory which would prove extremely useful in a
AOUT defense, to include the J5u caliver hacilnejun, o2 fianethcower, 2ad wian
recoiless rifle (whicih has botir HEAT and APZR3 rounus). +hile tne Lignt
Livision could not afiori to be vurdened with extra veapuns fur aormal
operations, the static nature of a [{OUT defense could allow pacikayes of suca
weapons to ve pusined forvard (periups from special 2UwCCS stucks). Finaliy,

there is a variety of developmental weapons and munitions, some oi which
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resulted from the Israeli experiences in Beirut and other .JOUT actions, which
could rapidly be produced, but the reguirement for them aas not been
articulated. Examples include illumination grenades for use in buildings,

special ammunition for small arms, and vision e:xhancesent devices ror use in

- PRI
- ——

enclosed areas.

¥i. ConCLJU51I0sS

As stated in Section I, the intent of this study was to determine if tae

Lignt pivision ia its curreat coadizuration could conduct a zurosean .. JuT

defense against a Soviet forca. Although provlem areas have been identified,

suci an action is well witnin the uait's capabilicty. It suould also be noted

that some problems identified pertain to the entire Army force structure; ani

144

it is sujgested that in addressing thaese "ni proovlem ureass,” priority siouid

30 to the light forces, not only because of the higih probability of their

. enployment in «CQUT in durope, but also ovecause of taeir possible use in

Southwest Asia and Korea »OUT scenarios.

In the areas analyzed, U.S. doctrine is sound but raquires modification,

especially for the covering dorce, vhere the Light Oivision's iht wiil be

relatively weak -— a not entirely undesirable situation as tiiis will iavite a

nasty attac::, tne prefzrapie way to engdye osouviet rorces. <ith roeard to

training, leaders must balance :0UT needs against otiher missions but snould

remeaber taat aany (OUT sxills and aress of traiaing suppert otaer aissicas as

well, It is in the unit's organization and equipment that the greatesc

asandicaps occur. 1he unit is only seli-suificient rfor forty-eijat hours, uut

this is true wherever the Liznt Division will be employed and tihe static

nature of WUT Facilitates corps suopert. A lack of enyineer asscets is

perhaps the most serious organizational aandicap and inadequate corps




o

reiniorce.aent will require longer preparation tiues. Jonversely, assets
available in urban areas (civilian supplies and equipment) provide some
assistance to the resourceful and iuwaginative commander in implenenting
Jefensive preparations, rurthermore, the nature of the .OUT vattlefield
actually serves to mitigate organizational snortialls in protected transport
and air defense artillery. .is enunerated in the discussion of equipment,
currant armnor 2dvances sive some cause for alarm but studies nave siosn tiat
in urban combat infantry will be able to engage armor and infantry forces fron
protected and advantazeous positions. in view of tne 2mpiagis on GALS
comonality and sharing of equipwment, consideration siiould be iven to maxing
21lied munitions or tae Aravrust type availaple, as weil 41s pacxazes of proven
vintage or special weapons.

Of all the lessons presented in the !liddle Zast case studies, peraaps the
two iost calient are tanat superiority in air and artiilery assets cannot
assure victory for the attacker; and that resolute and prepared infantry can
defeat armored rforces. although light infantry cleariy are the lisatweljuc in
any match witn Soviet forces, :lOUT is probably the employment scenario which

requires the least corps auumentation for liuant infantry forces.

In a HOUT defense more tihan in any other battlefield environment, tie
individual soldier is still the ultimate arbiter. To avoid deizat in iuture
battles, the U.o. Army wmust train and equip the soldier to figint and win ou
urvan terrain. The potoential for Jignting such battles is rowiay at a

juantum rate, and we nust meet the imperative presented to us.
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